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ABSTRACT. : 2% ‘ : 
Bach of 1£ $2 patsyens: graduate students in Clinical 
Psychology enrolled in a criterion-referenced self-training' codrse ‘on 
clinical interviewing received sidhas issediate or delayed feedback. 
on their performance in simulated interviews. The ismediate teedback - 
groups (IF, two triads) Practiced the requisite skille for each 
sodule withthe continuous feedback of an advancéd graduate “student 
monitor during the first 90 minutes of training. Pollowing this, and 
coatinuing. practice if necessary, the triad videota ret each other 
demonstrating the skills. The delayed feedba@wk grours (DF, three yf 


- triads) trained each other, practiced, and videotared pricr to 


feedback from their monitors. The DF triads met with their acnitors 
within the next week for 90 ainutes ‘to receive feedktack on their °. 


‘completed videotapes. Prckte interviews were required to complete a 


gsodule evaluation form following each session with a sonitor. 
Performance and improvement ratings of all grceurs was comparable 
throughout the semester, but the students in the IF groups sbent oniy 
slightly sore than half of the time expended by those in the DP 
groups. Further, the IF grcups expressed significantly greater : 
*gatisfaction with both monitors. and the individual sodules than did 
the DP grougs. (Author) 
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* Feedback has been shown to facilitate learning, and ees 
feed bagk “has: ‘repeatedly bean shown to be more ef 1cactona than sates 
feedback 4n producing behavior change. These priciples, , however, havg. 
. traditionally been tqnoret in "hs Seahing: of interviewing skills. In 


the. typical training situation, feed back to the student is delayed. 


e 


Usually, the student “f. or videotapes an interview or simulated 


intervie¥ which is lat reviewed by his/her supervisor. The | present” 
study investigated the effects | of immediate versus aelayed feedback on 
. the’ acquisition of behaviors coaprising basic interviewing akilis « The 


training materials inclistat. the eciematniotienas text dageispee by 


. Hackhey and Nye (1973) which was. implemented in a criterion referenced 


” behavior change than delayed feedback, and that immediate feed back would Z ne 
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self'-training’ course on clinical interviewing (Couture & Helstein, 


1977). It i Mas proposed that immediate feedback would produce more unit 


be more cost-effective’ in terms of«student time. 
By Nethod 


Five triads of first -year clinical psychology graduate students 


each met with: an, advanced graduate student "monitor" once per Nees for 


e 


orle and one half hours. ‘The monitor was responsible for ett 


1 


‘skill modules. The modules consisted of criterion referenced, self- 


- in the skills covered ‘in the module. The immediaté feedback groups 
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students, with feedback on their porkatnanne on each of nine interviewing 


instructional material which was-used by each triad to train ‘the members 
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‘ , a ‘trinda) wrsetiont aaa the’ ‘iertaring skills for each euante: 
w. ith the contimms feedback of a hgnitor during the first one and one. 

7 f hours of triad trajning. Following this period, the tried’ continued aa 
vis est to! practice if necessary, ani then videotaped each other | denons tating 
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the criterion skills for each nolule, The, delayed feedback group (three 
a ‘trilads) trained each other, practiced, and videotaped with no feedback 
& | rong their monitors. These triads then met with their monitors for 
one and one half hours, and were given feedback on their completed 
. videotaped performances . These feedback sessions occurred at least one 
's day after taping, and-prior to taping the next module. any student 


who failed to reach criterion on a-module was squired to retape that 


“module. 2 } | ae ae a 
Performance of the triads was evaluated by having e student 
conduct an interview with a simulated client (arena and counselling 
students) dad to training (baseline), at midterm, and during the final 
- y "| week of classés. Dependent measures“included the number of triterion 
e ” “behaviors enitted, percentage of(responses coded tnappropriate, ratings 
| of overall skill level demonstrated the videotaped probe interviews, 
amount of student re spent ig, training and taping, student ratings of 
7 satisfaction with their monitors, and with the individual modules. 
Results and Discussion 
. & : Nene Probe interviews were all rated at the end of the semester by 
| ' the triad monitors. Individual responses were Segret au either appro- 
f . priate or ianaeeutiate for each Aexaenn te opportunity for the student 
therapist to emit a response. Monitors did not rate members of their ( 
own triads, and were blind to whether the probes were scuiieted at the 
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. beginning, middle, or end of the semester. ‘Two raters scored for 
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¥ on. “ecto: of aux piove tapes. Renianiiity: sgores ners i 
calaulated w dividing the numbew of opportuni ties: scored. the. same. i 


ot + seores wanged fiom 275 ta “93 ‘with a mean of 850. Overall’ performance’ 
_ * . ratings correlated .63 between raters. . . oe -_ ae Ee 
-:4 learning. “had. occurred, students were expected to, thewecae tho 
number of categories af respdrises ‘emitted, decrease the percentage of 
responses scored inappropriate, and improve in overall] ratings of per 
formance. : In fact, for the number of categories of responses emitted, 


the immediate feedback group averaged 14.8 for the baseline probe, 16 


and 15.6 for the delayed feedback group. Neither the baseline to final 


: difference nor the between group differences were significant. For - 

. Percentage of hapeeoueints responses emitted, the immediate feedback 

“group averaged 39%, 4, and ue for the three sequential probes, The 
aetayed feedback group ae 38%, 5%, and 5% inappropriate responses 
respectively, There was a stonittosue EaUCTAOR in percent of responses 
scored inappropriate fran baseline to final for both groups (p<.01). 
There was, in fact, a significant Yeduction (p-.01) from baseline to 
idea and a ioretenteveant difference from midterm to final for both 
groups. These scores did not significantly differentiate between the 
two groups. Overall soe acvaiiee evange were made on a seven point 
HeEle aie aes with ieorcentionalty poor dna 7=outstanding. The immed i- 
ate feedback group was rated 2.5; 5.2, aaa 5.5 for the three sequ@itial 
probe interviews. aa compared to the delayed feedback acoupts ratings of 

3.4, 504, and 5.9 respectively. Again, baseline to final increases in 

ratings were ‘significant (p<.05) for both groups, but the two groups 

did not atrfer fran each other on any anes 
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both raters. divided by: “the total number ‘of opportunities scored. These - 


for the midterm probe, and 17 for the final probe compared to 14.6, 15.6, 
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eestor were > evaliinted 


&. each agate. Stulents a tn jaw smite feedback group ‘epnt an aver- | 
aes oan of 2.9 hours per fedule, which wan: significantly. Tess time than the 4 ee 
f 5 eth: hours spent by students in. the Noon ay group (p< 01). 
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detrinental, and a. rating cf” feean indicatihg very hel#ful. 
°° The immediate. tecdback group rated monitor usefulness 5.8, and the delayed 
a OY peatback group gave a mean rerfoe of 500~ This differende is ignificant ae 
“at the .05. eve? of confidence. In addition, ratings of médule efulness, ee, 
° un. the same scale’ as above, were 6.0 for the ‘immediate feedback ceGube% 
< and 4.2 for the delayed feedba&k _gpoun, This difference is fees 
at the 01 level of conf idence. a ° ; ; e 
: Conclysiens . -_ 
2 As can bs seen, while the pPowance ad danevensnt xatings of i 
6 . both groups was cunparahle throughout the senester, the students An the 
innediate feed back group spent only slightly more than half of the time 
. expended - the students in the delayed feedback group.. dard. the : 
immediate feed back Group expressed greater Beesetaorion with both ‘their. 
monitors and the individual modules than the delayed, feedback epoup: 
Tms, imneiiate feedback scems to benefit the student in tems of ee’ 
_ and satisfaction at no Sr ce 5 gaara eas or skily improve-_ 
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